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to the best of my knowledge, not one
Republican stood up last year in sup-
port of the death tax. Every Repub-
lican, to the best of my knowledge,
every one of them that is a Republican
opposed the death tax.

The same cannot be said for the
Democrats. That is why I am taking
this partisan approach, not to attack
unnecessarily, but to say, come on, it
is time to draw the line in the sand.
Why is it that four-fifths of the Demo-
crats in this House, why is it that they
continue to support this death tax?
Why is it that they will not stand with
us shoulder to shoulder to eliminate
the most punitive tax ever known in
the history of this country?

The reason is simple. The reason is
because they think it is appropriate to
take money from an individual family,
to take money from a community and
transfer it to Washington, D.C.; take
money and transfer wealth from this
person to this person, for no other jus-
tification than the fact that the person
that had the money or had the small
business or had the farm or had the
ranch is no longer alive.

They cannot fight them anymore, so
I guess they think in the long run they
won. But frankly, in the long run, if we
continue with this death tax that has
been primarily or solely supported by
the Democrats, we all lose. All of us
lose.

It is time to eliminate the death tax
once and for all. I urge all of us on both
sides of the aisle to stand shoulder to
shoulder to eliminate this punishment
upon the American people.

f

THE CONTRAST BETWEEN DEMO-
CRATS AND REPUBLICANS ON
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
ISSUES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FORBES). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, tonight,
although I know it is the day after
Earth Day, I want to concentrate my
remarks on the environment. The gist
of my statements tonight are basically
to point out the contrast between the
Democrats and the Republicans on en-
vironmental protection issues.

Mr. Speaker, I have been very con-
cerned over the last year or the last 18
months that the new administration,
President Bush’s administration, both
in terms of actions in Congress with
the Republican leadership or in agency
actions as part of his administration,
has done a great deal of damage to the
environment, and has basically used
the presidency and the power of agen-
cies to break down a lot of environ-
mental protection, not provide the
type of enforcement action or the
budgetary action that is necessary to
protect the environment.

Much of this has been linked to spe-
cial interests, to corporate interests,

and to concerns that big business has
about environmental protection, envi-
ronmental regulation. Very little con-
cern has been focused on the impact of
these changes in environmental protec-
tion on the average American.

Mr. Speaker, the Democrats are com-
mitted to preserving America’s air,
water, and pristine lands for future
generations, and are fighting to make
sure that environmental protection
and public health are not sacrificed to
the corporate special interests.

I have been concerned, Mr. Speaker,
to see both the President and the Re-
publican leadership in the Congress not
handling in a responsible way what
needs to be done to protect our air,
water, and land from the polluters, and
forcing taxpayers to pay for the clean-
up of many pollution problems, such as
hazardous wastes or Superfund sites,
instead of having the brunt of the cost
paid for by the polluters themselves,
the corporations and other responsible
parties.

So in the aftermath of Earth Day,
Mr. Speaker, I wanted to basically out-
line in some detail this evening some
of the concerns I have about what has
been happening under President Bush,
and also with the Republican leader-
ship that has a majority here in the
House of Representatives.

I thought that I would start by de-
tailing a few areas where I think the
actions of this administration and the
Republican leadership in the Congress
have been particularly egregious. I
wanted to start by talking about wet-
lands protection, because I represent a
district, a large part of which is along
the coast of New Jersey, along the
Sandy Hook and Raritan Bay.

We have traditionally in New Jersey
had a lot of wetlands, a lot of which
has been destroyed. But we are trying
very hard to make sure that what we
have left continues to be protected.

Wetlands provide us, and I think
many of us know, crucial habitat for
fish and wildlife, and protect our
homes from floods by soaking up water
from storms and releasing it slowly
over time. America has lost about 50
percent of the wetlands that it started
out with, and I do not think that we
can afford to let anymore of it be de-
stroyed, Mr. Speaker. Yet, the Bush ad-
ministration dramatically increased
the ability of developers to develop the
remaining wetlands, essentially losing
those wetlands forever.

On January 14 of this year, 2002, the
Bush administration undermined a bal-
anced Army Corps of Engineers regula-
tion protecting wetlands, which has
opened the floodgates for building by
developers. The EPA opposed a Corps of
Engineers plan to allow more develop-
ment permits, but the White House
sided with the industries, with the cor-
porate interests. This action resulted
in increased wetlands development and
the ability for developers to more eas-
ily qualify for development permits.

The Army Corps loosened the permit
standards for this program, making it

easier for developers and mining com-
panies to destroy more streams and
wetlands. Keep in mind that 50 percent
of the wetlands in the country have al-
ready been destroyed, so now we are
just accelerating the pace.

For more than a decade, the corner-
stone of the United States’ approach to
wetlands protection has been a policy
that calls for no net loss of wetlands.
This is a policy, I might add, that
originated with the first Bush adminis-
tration.

I want to stress tonight that when I
talk and criticize this administration
and the Republican leadership in this
House for doing things contrary to the
environmental interest, I am not sug-
gesting that historically the Repub-
lican Party or Republican Presidents
have taken that view. In fact, it is just
the opposite. We know about Theodore
Roosevelt, a great conservationist.
Most of the environmental protection
laws that we have on the books date
from the 1970s, when Richard Nixon
was the President. Even the first Presi-
dent Bush did a lot to protect the envi-
ronment.

But I see a concerted policy now with
this President and the Republican lead-
ership in this House to turn that
around. With no notice or opportunity
for comment, the U.S. Army’s Corps of
Engineers moved to reverse the long-
standing policy of no net loss of wet-
lands by issuing a new guidance dra-
matically weakening standards for
wetlands mitigation.

The new standards allowed wetlands
to be traded off for dry upland areas,
and will likely mean the loss of thou-
sands of acres of wetlands annually. So
instead of having to mitigate, when
they develop, the loss of wetlands in
the area, they are able to basically
trade some other area in a different
place, far away from the development.
The consequence is that we continue to
have a greater loss of wetlands.

The reversal of this no net loss policy
on the part of the Bush administration
is just one component, as I said, of a
broader Bush administration effort to
diminish wetlands protection.

Next, I want to talk a little bit, Mr.
Speaker, about clean water. This is
particularly close to my heart because,
as I said, my district is mostly along
the Atlantic Ocean, along the Raritan
and Sandy Hook Bays, and along the
Raritan River. Clean water is a major
issue for New Jersey in general, as well
as my district, because historically, we
have suffered in my State from deg-
radation of water quality.

One of the biggest problems we have
had historically in New Jersey, and
this is true around the country, is a
problem with sewage and how to make
sure that sewage is properly treated,
and that we do not have raw sewage or
partially-treated sewage go into our
waters, into our rivers, into our har-
bors, into our ocean.

Sewage containing bacteria, fecal
matter, and other waste is responsible
each year for beach closures, fish kills,
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shellfish bed closures, and human res-
piratory illnesses. So understand, when
I talk about the concern for clean
water, it is not just because of human
health, though that is the highest pri-
ority, but it is also because of the eco-
nomic losses, the jobs that are lost be-
cause we have to close beaches, because
people cannot use recreation areas.

According to the EPA, there were
40,000 discharges of untreated sewage
into waterways in the year 2000. Before
the current Bush administration took
office, the EPA issued long overdue
rules minimizing raw sewage dis-
charges into waterways, and requiring
public notification of any sewage over-
flows into our rivers and harbors.

The proposed rules were blocked. In
other words, these rules that were
going into effect to try to minimize the
raw sewage discharge and the overflow,
these rules were blocked by the regu-
latory freeze that was ordered by Presi-
dent Bush when he first took office in
January, 2001.

Now, President Bush said then, as he
did in many of these situations where
he froze regulations that were about to
go into place that were protective of
the environment, he said at the time,
in essence, ‘‘Don’t worry about it be-
cause I am going to review these in a
short time, and I will come back and
maybe continue the regulations, these
good regulations, or come up with bet-
ter ones.’’

b 2045

Well, the fact of the matter is that it
is well over a year later and the Bush
administration still has not issued the
sewage overflow safeguards. So the
promise about coming up with a new
system that maybe would make it bet-
ter simply has not materialized. Mean-
while, sewage continues to flow into
our waters around the country, and the
Americans are still denied even rudi-
mentary public notice of such contami-
nating in the waters where they swim
and fish. Part of the regulatory scheme
provided for notice about sewage con-
tamination, and that also was taken
away when the President essentially
froze or took away the new regulations
that were taken into place.

But when you talk about clean water,
it is not just these regulations with re-
gards to sewage overflows and raw sew-
age that have been negatively im-
pacted. There are a number of other
clean water programs that have been
slashed because of budgetary cuts that
have been put into place or suggested
for the next year by President Bush,
and also by the fact that there have
been cutbacks in the people and the
number of people that do enforcement
to go out and survey and make sure
that environmental laws are not being
violated. I mean, if we have a law that
is on the books; but you do not have
the money or the people to go out and
find the violators, then in effect we
have no law because people may just
not voluntarily abide by it. So I want-
ed to mention three programs that I

consider very important that fall under
the clean water rubric that have been
slashed or are suffering because of lack
of funds or enforcement.

The first is the Clean Water State
Revolving Fund. Many people do not
realize it, but when a new sewage
treatment plant is built or upgraded or
a new reservoir is constructed or up-
graded to make sure that the drinking
water is safe, a lot of money comes
from the Federal Government. There is
a Clean Water State Revolving Fund
that the Federal Government basically
puts money into for the States and the
local municipalities or utilities to
build or upgrade these sewage treat-
ment or drinking water facilities.

That is where the biggest cut took
place in the President’s budget, in the
Clean Water State Revolving Fund.
This program provides loans to mod-
ernize and upgrade aging sewage and
water treatment systems, and it is cut
by $138 million in the President’s pro-
posed budget. The Drinking Water
State Revolving Fund is similar. I was
talking about the sewage treatment
upgrading fund when I talked about the
$138 million cut. But we see the same
problem with this Drinking Water
State Revolving Fund, which deals
with the drinking water upgrades.

In fact, I think many people remem-
ber that the Bush administration re-
versed a previous executive order under
President Clinton that increased the
level of arsenic in drinking water to be
deemed safe by the EPA after intense
pressure by Democrats and moderate
Republicans. Now they put in place
better arsenic standards. I think it is
ten parts per billion so they are back
to what President Clinton had initially
put in place. But we did have the lag
time when in fact it was not the strict-
er safe drinking water standards for ar-
senic. But regardless of that, the bot-
tom line is we need more funding to up-
grade our drinking water; and that
money has not been made available.

The third thing I would like to men-
tion is what I call the ‘‘beaches act’’
and what I am very proud of because I
was the Democrat in the House that
sponsored the bill along with a Repub-
lican colleague on a bipartisan basis.
This was modeled after the State of
New Jersey where we started a pro-
gram a few years ago after we had mas-
sive beach closings in the late 1980’s
and we lost billions of dollars in our
tourism industry because we had to
keep our beaches closed for almost one
entire summer. We put in place a sys-
tem on a State level in New Jersey
that would require that each town that
has bathing beaches, as well as any
State or private bathing beach as well,
would have to test on a regular basis
the water quality; and if the water
quality did not meet a certain stand-
ard, then the beach would have to be
closed, and there would have to be pub-
lic notice as well as posting of the fact
that you could not use the beach.

Well, I tried to take this bill and one
of my predecessors in Congress, Bill

Hughes, also sponsored it, and we
worked with some Republicans and
passed this bill and finally got it signed
into law in the last year of President
Clinton’s time in office, that would im-
plement this type of program nation-
wide. Well, 2 years ago, as I said, this
bill was passed, passed the House,
passed the Senate, went to the Presi-
dent and was signed into law by Presi-
dent Clinton; but that bill provided $30
million a year in Federal grants to help
coastal States protect their beaches
through water quality monitoring and
public notification, as I mentioned.

The administration’s budget cuts $20
million out of this program. You are
not going to be able to implement it
with only $10 million as opposed to the
$30 million. So I could go on and on
about the clean water issues, but I
would rather move on to some other
issues.

I am very much concerned about the
clean water issues because of the na-
ture of my district, but there are many
other areas where this administration
and the Republican leadership have cut
back on environmental protection. I
would like to mention some of those as
well before I finish tonight.

The third area I wanted to mention is
clean air, obviously important to you
no matter where you live in the United
States. The Republicans, again, the Re-
publican leadership, the President, and
I do not mean to suggest that all Re-
publicans support this but certainly
the leadership does and they are basi-
cally deciding what bills are posted
here and the President is deciding what
agency actions are taken. Basically, as
I said, the President and the Repub-
lican leadership have undertaken a
very deliberate effort, in my opinion,
to undermine the bipartisan clean air
act that has been on the books now
since the 1970’s, one of the bills that
was started, one of the statutes that
was put on the books when President
Nixon was in office.

Again, a lot of this breakdown or ef-
fort to downgrade and change in a very
dangerous way the clean air act is
linked to energy policies of the utili-
ties in the energy industry. And, of
course, we know that the President is
very close to the oil industry. In fact,
the top administration EPA official in
charge of enforcing air pollution regu-
lation for coal power plants, and coal
power plants are a major source of air
pollution, he was so tired of fighting
the White House that he decided to re-
sign I guess just a few weeks ago or
about a month ago. And in his letter of
resignation he said he was tired of
‘‘fighting a White House that seems de-
termined to weaken the rules we are
trying to enforce.’’ That is from the
New York Times last month, in March
of this year.

The President issued with a lot of
fanfare in this past February a new
clear skies initiative. And this was his
answer, I guess, to clean air and it met
a lot of cheers in the big industry lob-
byists that have been contributing to
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the Republican campaign coffers. But
this clear skies initiative if passed into
law will increase the amount of smog,
soot, carbon dioxide, and toxic mercury
emitted by power plants, by the smoke
stacks, if you will, emissions by power
plants and would roll back substan-
tially the clean air standards found in
the clean air act. The plan essentially
provides no limits at all on carbon di-
oxide emissions, the prime culprit in
global warming.

I wanted to spend a little time, if I
could, on the national energy policy
because I know that it is so important
to the average American; and of
course, our energy policy has been
highlighted a great deal in the after-
math of September 11 and the conflict
in the Mid East because of the concern
that maybe oil supplies would be cut
off and what would the United States
do in those circumstances. And the na-
tional energy policy that has been pro-
posed by the President and the Repub-
licans differs dramatically from the na-
tional energy policy for the future that
has been proposed by the Democrats.

The Republican leadership and Presi-
dent Bush continue to emphasize more
production, more drilling. Democrats
have talked about the need to address
energy efficiency, renewable resources.
And Democrats have been very much in
favor of more production; but they
want to couple that with more domes-
tic production, I should say, of oil and
natural gas and coal; but we want to
couple that with energy efficiency,
conservation programs, use of renew-
able resources because we realize that
we cannot forever depend on fossil non-
renewable fuels, and that we cannot as-
sume that we will be able to consume
the great amount of energy resources
that we have been consuming and hav-
ing that increase on a regular basis.

Well, anyway, if I could talk a little
bit, I would like to this evening, Mr.
Speaker, about the President’s na-
tional energy policy and this will fold
in again the clean air issue that I men-
tioned briefly before. As I said, the
Bush national energy policy, the Presi-
dent’s national energy policy, seeks to
primarily spur exploration and produc-
tion of domestic oil and gas and in-
crease the use of coal and nuclear
power. In fact, the White House plan
calls for the construction of more than
1,000 new power plants over the next 20
years and of course includes the drill-
ing in the Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge and other environmentally-sen-
sitive areas.

Now, thankfully, we all know that
last week the other body killed the
drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge, so it does not seem that we
will have to deal with that.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FORBES). The Chair will remind the
gentleman to refrain from character-
izing Senate action.

Mr. PALLONE. I am sorry. I tried
not to use the term Senate, but I will
not characterize their action.

The point I am trying to make is
that even though, I think, we do not
have to worry about drilling in the
Arctic anymore as an issue, the bottom
line is that the Republican leadership
in both Houses, as well as the Presi-
dent, continue to push for drilling and
exploration as the major priority rath-
er than energy efficiency, conserva-
tion, and use of renewable resources.

Let me give you, if I can, if I can just
talk a little bit about some of these
Republican energy policies and high-
light them a little bit in the time that
I have.

The President’s energy plan encour-
ages increased domestic oil production,
as I said, whether that means using
new technology to enhance oil and gas
recovery from existing wells, modi-
fying Federal land use plans that cur-
rently restrict energy development;
and the plan also calls for more natural
gas pipelines and for streamlining the
permit process to build more refineries.

In addition to exploration in the Arc-
tic refuge, they also suggest that this
increased production is somehow going
to correct other States’ electricity
problems. But I have to say, Mr.
Speaker, the bottom line is even if we
try, and we should try to increase do-
mestic production overall in the United
States, it is never going to provide the
kind of demand that we are used to on
an exponential level. We cannot as-
sume that we will be able to continue
to grow and use more and more energy
resources. We have to come up with a
way of refining that policy or defining
that policy so it is more efficient and
does not waste energy resources.

Let me talk about renewables for a
minute because I think it is important
to stress that when it comes to energy
resources that it is possible to use re-
sources other than fossil fuels, non-
renewables. Over the last 10, 20 years
regardless of who was President, we
continued a policy of trying to look for
renewables in a way of coming up with
energy resources, new types of energy
resources. The President says in his
plan, in his energy plan, that he wants
an increased focus on renewable and al-
ternative energies; but once again
when we look at the budget and where
the money is going and what is pro-
posed for the budget, we see that those
programs have been downgraded. They
have not been prioritized. In many
cases they have actually been cut.

In the President’s 2002 budget pro-
posal, it cuts Department of Energy
funding for renewable and alternative
energy sources by 37 percent; solar re-
search funding is cut by nearly 54 per-
cent; geothermal, hydrogen and wind
research programs were cut by 48 per-
cent. Funding to encourage the build-
ing of energy-efficient homes and of-
fices and to reduce energy use at steel,
glass, pulp and paper companies would
also be reduced under the proposal.

Basically, what we are seeing, as I
said, again, is a budget policy and an
agency policy on behalf of the Bush ad-
ministration that seeks to enhance the

power of industry and the needs and
the lobbying efforts, if you will, of the
utility companies. I guess the best ex-
ample of that in my opinion was when
the President reversed his campaign
promise with regard to carbon dioxide.
The President’s energy plan proposes
requiring electric utilities to reduce
emissions and improve air quality. And
he talks about this multi-pollutant
strategy to encourage a development of
legislation that would establish man-
datory reduction targets for sulphur di-
oxide, nitrogen oxide, and mercury. Be-
cause of pressure from industry and
anti-environmental leaders in the Con-
gress and Republican leadership, the
President earlier this year reneged on a
campaign promise to include the regu-
lation of carbon dioxide emissions in
this plan.

b 2100

Obviously, the environmental com-
munity and myself and most Demo-
crats feel very strongly that carbon di-
oxide emissions have to be included if
we are really going to get a handle on
trying to fix the air pollution problem
that we have.

The last thing I wanted to mention
in this regard with regard to the na-
tional energy policy is a very impor-
tant point I think; and that is, that
under the Clean Air Act, when it was
passed and with subsequent amend-
ments, standards were put in place for
any new power plants that are built,
that they have to meet certain stand-
ards with regard to air emissions, but
the plants that were built when the
Clean Air Act came into effect are
what we call grandfathered. In other
words, they do not have to upgrade the
plant to meet the air quality standards
or air emission standards that exist for
new plants.

When that happened back in the sev-
enties and when the Clean Air Act was
first passed, and again, that was under
President Nixon, a Republican, it was
anticipated that over the years, those
old power plants would close and they
would be replaced by new power plants
that have the stricter standards. But
what has been happening instead is
that the older power plants continue to
operate and, in fact, have expanded and
used the grandfathering under the ru-
bric of grandfathering to continue to
go by the old standards that caused
more air pollution.

What President Bush did or is pro-
posing to do is to take aim at this so-
called new source review. That is how
we characterize the requirement, that
for new power plants they have to ad-
here to stricter standards, and if just
going by one of the environmental
groups’, National Resources Defense
Council, quote that says, the Bush en-
ergy plan appears to invite all utility
and coal industries, the Department of
Energy and other agencies, to weaken
Clean Air Act rules and interfere with
pending enforcement cases.

What happened is that previously the
EPA had actually sued some of the
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utilities that owned these older power
plants and said that they were vio-
lating the law by expanding those older
plants and letting them use the older
pollution standards rather than build
new power plants that would adhere to
the stricter standards, and the EPA
brought this suit, was very successful
and, in many cases, were at the point
where they were going to force some of
the utilities to adhere to the new
standards rather than expanding the
older plants under the old standards.

Now the Bush administration has es-
sentially said that they are going to
step in and not require that these up-
grades take place. So, once again, it is
just another example of how this ad-
ministration is taking a very anti-envi-
ronmental position. After over 30 years
of continual upgrading of the environ-
ment and environmental laws, now we
are seeing the Federal Government go
in the opposite direction.

There are two other areas, Mr.
Speaker, that I wanted to talk about in
this regard. I actually only have one
other area that I wanted to talk about
in this regard, and again, I take this
back to my home State because this is
such an important issue in New Jersey,
and it is just as important really in the
rest of the country and, that is, haz-
ardous waste sites.

We have, as I think many of us know,
again dating back to the seventies, we
put in place on a national level a pro-
gram called the Superfund, which es-
sentially requires that the Federal
Government identify the most severely
polluted hazardous waste sites in the
country, the ones that pose the great-
est threat to the environment, and
once they are identified and put on
what we call the national priority list,
that the Federal Government is obliged
to go in and clean them up. And they
work with the States in doing that.

The basic premise of the Superfund
program is the concept of what we call
polluter pays. In other words, that the
company that caused the hazardous
site to occur, the company that caused
the hazardous waste to be produced and
left on a particular site is the one that
has to pay the cost to clean it up. The
problem, though, is, as anybody who is
familiar with corporate law knows, is
that corporations, and therefore the
polluters that caused this pollution or
these hazardous waste sites, often will
go bankrupt, will go out of business, or
we cannot find them.

So even though the Federal Govern-
ment and the EPA pursuant to the
Superfund program goes out and iden-
tifies the Superfund sites and then
finds out who the responsible party was
that caused the pollution, oftentimes,
usually in about a third of the cases,
the corporation no longer exists or
does not have any money, and they
cannot go after them and force them to
do the cleanup.

What they did, and this was basically
what the Superfund law was all about
from a financial point of view, was that
when the Superfund law was set up,

Congress established a tax primarily on
the oil and chemical industry that is
paid into a fund called the Superfund,
hence the name, and that that money
is then used to clean up those sites
where we cannot find the polluter, the
responsible party.

What happened, though, is that the
Superfund program was moving along,
and frankly, at the time when Presi-
dent Clinton took office and the 8 years
that he was President, they accelerated
the level of the cleanup at a lot of sites
in the country so that now the major-
ity of the Superfund sites are in some
stage of cleanup, and many of them are
actually completely done and totally
remediated, as we said.

When the Republicans took the ma-
jority back in the House of Representa-
tives, I guess 7 or so years ago, and
Newt Gingrich became the Speaker at
the time, the first thing or one of the
first things that the Republican leader-
ship did was to refuse to renew the au-
thority for the Superfund tax. And so
we have been going now for 7 years
without that tax on the oil and chem-
ical industry being renewed.

There was enough money carried
over over those last 7 years or so that
we have been able to continue to clean
up a lot of these sites using the money
left over from this Superfund tax, as
well as providing some money through
the budget from what we call general
revenues. This is the money that the
average American pays in their income
tax primarily, or other taxes, to the
Federal Government that has been
used to make up for the fact that we do
not have this Superfund tax in place.

The problem is that this budget year
will be the last fiscal year when there
is significant money left in the Super-
fund program generated by that tax on
the oil and chemical industry. In the
next fiscal year, even the President es-
timates there will only be about $28
million left in the Superfund to do
these cleanups. Twenty-eight million
dollars is woefully inadequate. I think
the level of funding that we need on an
annual basis is in the hundreds of mil-
lions.

So what do we do? Democrats have
been saying since 1994, when the Re-
publican leadership took over in the
House, that it was wrong to abolish or
not renew this tax on the oil and chem-
ical industry because the consequences
eventually would be that we would not
have money to pay for hazardous waste
cleanups, and also that the burden now
would be shifted to the average Amer-
ican taxpayer to pay for this cleanup,
rather than having it paid for by the
companies of industry that primarily
caused it.

Now we are faced with a crisis where
in the next year or so we will not have
any money coming from this tax be-
cause there is nothing left. We have
been advocating as Democrats, I have
been advocating as the ranking mem-
ber on our Subcommittee on Environ-
ment and Hazardous Materials of the
Committee on Energy and Commerce

that we should simply renew the
Superfund tax. It makes sense. That
was the whole idea from the beginning,
that the polluter pay, or if we cannot
find the polluter, that the industry
pay.

Again, so far as the Bush administra-
tion, President Bush has said he does
not favor reimposing that tax. The Re-
publican leadership in the House has
said that they oppose it, and we are at
a standstill and do not know what to
do.

The President’s budget this year
calls for only about 40 Superfund sites
to be cleaned up as opposed to the ap-
proximately 80 that have been cleaned
up on the average, over the last 8 or 9
years. So we know that the program is
already suffering because the number
of sites to be cleaned up is half, and
many of the States even in my own
State of New Jersey and around the
country, many of the States have been
told that the money is not going to be
forthcoming from the Federal Govern-
ment to do the Superfund cleanup,
even though those sites are ready and
have a plan in place to do the cleanup.

In my home State, in my home dis-
trict, in my congressional district,
both in Edison, New Jersey, where we
have a site called the chemical insecti-
cide site, which basically produced
Agent Orange during the Vietnam War,
and a lot of the residue is still there on
the site, they are ready to go with the
remediation plan they have been work-
ing on for the last 20 years. And they
have been told, no, they cannot start
it, we do not have any money from the
Federal Government.

There, again, the company that
caused the problem went bankrupt,
cannot be found, and so we cannot go
after the polluter, and there is no
money from the Federal Government.

Another site in Marlboro Township,
again these sites are some of the most
polluted Superfund sites in this coun-
try. This one is called Burnt Fly Bog.
It was run by Imperial Oil Company,
has all kinds of petroleum residue per-
colating from underground. That had
experienced about 80 percent cleanup
over the last 9 years, and they were
supposed to do the last 20 percent
starting now in the next few weeks,
next few months. They were told by
the EPA, we do not have the money to
do it.

Here again what we are seeing, and
maybe the Superfund program is the
best example for me to use in the con-
text of what I am trying to get across
tonight, is that whether by regulatory
action of the agencies or proposals to
come to Congress or budgetary efforts
to cut back on the amount of money
that is available for cleanup or for en-
forcement, we have seen a concerted ef-
fort on the part of this administration
of President Bush to try to cut back on
environmental protections.

It is very unfortunate that on the an-
niversary of Earth Day, which was yes-
terday, we saw the President going
around the country talking about
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Earth Day, but his actions and the ac-
tions of the Republican leadership in
this House do not dovetail with real en-
vironmental protection. In fact, the op-
posite is happening, and they continue
to work to downgrade the environment
and not provide the funding and the ap-
portionment that is necessary to ade-
quately carry out the good environ-
mental laws that are on the books.

I am not going to keep going, Mr.
Speaker. I could use a lot of other ex-
amples. But I did want to come here to-
night to stress what is going on, and I
think that hopefully the American peo-
ple and my colleagues will wake up and
realize that this degradation of the en-
vironment cannot continue and that
the historical commitment that this
Congress and that previous Presidents,
both Democrat and Republican, have
been making on a bipartisan basis to
try to improve the quality of our envi-
ronment should continue and should
not be allowed to reverse itself as we
have seen in the last year or 18 months
into this administration.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. KILPATRICK (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of
business in the district.

Mr. CRANE (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of illness.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. KAPTUR) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. NEY) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr. BILIRAKIS, for 5 minutes, April 24.
Mrs. MORELLA, for 5 minutes, April

24.
Mr. THUNE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PAUL, for 5 minutes, April 24.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 14 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, April 24, 2002, at
10 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

6330. A letter from the Administrator,
Rural Housing Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Guaranteed Rural Rental Housing Pro-
gram (RIN: 0575–AC26) received April 5, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

6331. A letter from the Chairman and Chief
Executive Officer, Farm Credit Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s
rule—Organization; Loan Policies and Oper-
ations; Termination of Farm Credit Status
(RIN: 3052–AB86) received April 19, 2002, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

6332. A letter from the Alternate OSD Fed-
eral Register Liaison Officer, Department of
Defense, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Civilian Health and Medical Program
of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS)/
TRICARE; Partial Implementation of Phar-
macy Benefits Program; Implementation of
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2001 (RIN: 0720–AA62) received April
18, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Armed Services.

6333. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations
[Docket No. FEMA–D–7517] received April 4,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Financial Services.

6334. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determina-
tions—received April 4, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

6335. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Final
Flood Elevation Determinations—received
April 4, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Financial Services.

6336. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Final
Flood Elevation Determinations—received
April 4, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Financial Services.

6337. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Securities and Exchange Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—Reg-
istration Form for Insurance Company Sepa-
rate Accounts Registered as Unit Investment
Trusts that Offer Variable Life Insurance
Policies [Release Nos. 33–8088; IC–25522; File
No. S7–9–98](RIN: 3235–AG37) received April
15, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Financial Services.

6338. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Department of
Energy, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Beryllium Lymphocyte Proliferation
Testing (BeLPT)—received April 5, 2002, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

6339. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Department of
Energy, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Guide of Good Practices for Occupa-
tional Radiological Protection in Uranium
Facilities—received April 5, 2002, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

6340. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting the Department of the Air Force’s
proposed lease of defense articles to the Re-
public of Korea (Transmittal No. 03–02), pur-
suant to 22 U.S.C. 2796a(a); to the Committee
on International Relations.

6341. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Policy, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

6342. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Policy, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

6343. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Policy, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

6344. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Policy, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

6345. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Policy, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

6346. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting
the 2002 Annual Performance Plan; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

6347. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Election Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s FY 1999–2001 Performance Report;
to the Committee on Government Reform.

6348. A letter from the Acting Chairman,
National Endowment For The Arts, trans-
mitting the FY 2003 Performance Plan and
the FY 1999, FY 2000, and FY 2001 Perform-
ance Reports; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

6349. A letter from the Chairman and the
General Counsel, National Labor Relations
Board, transmitting the Board’s FY 2001 Pro-
gram Performance Report and the FY 2003
Performance Plan; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

6350. A letter from the Director, Fish and
Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and
Plants; Designation of Critical Habitat for
the Quino Checkerspot Butterfly
(Euphydryas editha quino) (RIN: 1018–AH03)
received April 8, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

6351. A letter from the Director, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
transmitting the National Marine Fisheries
Service Strategic Plan for Fisheries Re-
search, as required by Section 404 (a) of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

6352. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
OSHA, Department of Labor, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Procedures for
the Handling of Discrimination Complaints
Under Section 519 of the Wendell H. Ford
Aviation Investment and Reform Act for the
21st Century (RIN: 1218–AB99) received April
5, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

6353. A letter from the Chairman, Surface
Transportation Board, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Regulations on Safety Integra-
tion Plans Governing Railroad Consolida-
tions, Mergers, and Acquisitions of Control;
and Procedures for Surface Transportation
Board Consideration of Safety Integration
Plans in Cases Involving Railroad Consolida-
tions, Mergers, and Acquisitions of Control
[FRA Docket No. 1999–4985, Notice No. 4] re-
ceived April 19, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

6354. A letter from the Senior Regulations
Analyst, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Procedures for Compensation of Air Carriers
[Docket OST–2001–10885] (RIN: 2105–AD06) re-
ceived April 16, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 04:25 Apr 24, 2002 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K23AP7.079 pfrm12 PsN: H23PT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-20T10:35:39-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




